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| P;RISONERS' DOGMATISM SCORES AND CREATIVE ALTERNATIVE
GAME BEHAVIOR. UNDER FULL COMMUNTCATION AND REAL
REWARD CO'\IDlTIONS A CORRELATIONAL c'TUDY

Knowledge about aggression, trehds, power, trust, bargaining, and
~other information generated within the disciplines of ethology. psvcholo"y,
sociclogy, political science, and economics, have contributed to the
development of theories of conflict., Rapopoxt (1970) identifies two mozre
recent theorétical framewocrks within which conflict has been studied '"as
- a phenomenon,. . ..l:egardles's of its, origin or content!'":
" One is system theory, which, appued to the large

.orcra"nzed social aggregates, views conilict as an

interplay of forces, pressures, or stresses inherent

in the structure and dynamics of such aggregates.

The other is game theory, concerned with the stra-
tegic aspects of conflict, 1 '

-Since the p‘ublica.tion of von Neumann and_ Mor‘gen_stern's'(1947)
fundamental ireatise on game theory, 2 both_the nature of résearch ezld'
-the scope of applieation of game ‘theory as a ma_thematicized strategic
science has been broadened, Investigatol:s have ha,d.greatest success in
determining optimimal strategies which can be prescribed in hvo—-persoh,
const"nt—<'u1n games in which important conflicts are b1polarlzed Such
_research is reported in Kuhn and Tucker (1953), Luce and Ralfi'a (1957),
Schelling (1960}, Drescher, Shapely, and Tucker (1964), Shubik (1964j, 7
Rapoport and’ Chammah_(lc)éo;, and Swingle (1970;59 T . N

Cormnunication researchers in the past hax;e offered little toward
building game theoretic models of conflict pr1nc1pa.11y because the emphas
of pame theorists on constant-sum, basic bargc.lmnc problems has not

provod a .,Jml‘arxy fruitful area of study for commu inication investigators._

in such games, message trar'snrnssmns between parties usually serve only

to: chance reaction speed tln Oughoat the game, not the outcome of the ga"ne,

i.e.; "oi. the solution ult1mate1y achieved via communication would not be _.

different from that zchieved without commumcatlon. 110 However,
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ir_westigations of mixed motive, nchcon_stant—sum games, in which the
interests of the participants are partially opposed and pastially congru-
ent have offered a more intercsting setting for communication research,
Within the context of thi-s game theory research, there have been three
major thrust‘ste the study of communication behavior during conflict |
conditions (in contraét to pre-game or intra-side comm\mication):
(1) studies of coalition formation; (2) studies of bargaining over alloca-
t1on of rewards or losses; {3) studies of th effects of commumcatioﬁ on
game b"h’lVlOI‘ 11 | ‘ -
‘The present study is representative of the third a,pprloach. _The
purpose in c01iducti1_1g-- this experiment w'as twofold: '

1) to determine whether there is a relationship between
dogmatism levels of players in a Creative Alternative
‘game and their game behavior under real reward and
full communication conditions. '

2) to cornpa:'e the behavior of federal pr:l.,oners playing
' the game under real reward aﬂd full cornmunication
conditions with the results obtained by Steinfatt in
studies of college s'rudents under snnllar conditions,

The ratichale for the inVes’cigation is presented below.

Comrmunication

Theories for the solution of nonconstant-sum games .may be clas=- -
sified broc.dly as proposing noncooperative or cooperative solutions.
The la tter group are of particular interest here becausec they suggest
that in games rational individuals strive for gam.,, gaine are 1'eali;ed
through cooperation, and communication facilitates cooperatior;.' The
more prominent cooperative solition theories are those of von Neumann
and Morgen-stern (1945), Wash (1951), Shapley {1953), Harsanyi {1962), |
Aumann and Maschler {1964}, 1Z Rapoport and Chammaﬁ (1965), 13
- Shubik (1970). 14 Steinfatt (1972} has also developed a Creative Alterna-

tive game in which communication is central to achieving an optimuin,

'c'ooperative strategyv (the paycff rhatriz is presented in Fig, 1,' p, 8).
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Unlike the Prisoner's Dilemma garrie; in which the mafrix it seh dlctau,
_the strategy which will yield the highest rewards for both players and
in which communication is unnecessary after playprs ‘have determined
th_ls fact and have agreed to cooperate, the Creative Alternative game”
yiéelds maximum rewards to both players only if they agree to side pay-
’ments from a strategy which has no fational basis and would not be
possible consistently W1thou’c c0mmun1cat1on (i.e., itis 11’c.once1vo.b1e
that one player will accept - 2 pomts reward each trial so that the othr‘r
player. cén obtain 20 points each time unless both have negotiated a split
of the payoffs) 15 The estabhshrpe:nt of a Iull commumﬂauon condition
“also eliminates one of the problems with previous stuches of communica-
tion in games: communication effeéi’cs have been confounded v)ith the

effects of playing n-trials of the game before communication is allowed,

Rewards

Previous studies (Gallo, 1963; Gallo and I\/IcClint-ock., 19655

Tez;huné, ' 1970)16 have stressed the difference between r'eallvewe‘rd.

and 1mag1nary reward in gamc sﬂuatvons. It is arguod that if re»va; ds
have Qittle per cen‘r\,d value, players attempt to maximize the d.foerence
between themselves and their opponents, rather than playing to maxi-

. mize their own rewairds, In imagihary reward situations, where players.
receive "points, " it is éiffit:ult to assess their perceived value to the
players, Consequeﬁﬁly, generalizability of cdoperative-cqn1p¢titi\'e ‘(
results to non-laboratory‘settings is limited, In order to increase the
probability that subjects in the fresent study would perceive the"revs}avcl‘s

as worthwhile, a real reward condition was t,stabhshed (the operauonah-

zation is dlscussed wnder Procedures ).

Personality

: The implementation of full communication and real reward .
. i ) §

conditicns within 2 game theoretic framework is not sufficient to ekplain .



N b TR . "%

.{/

-4 U | !

.real world conflict; personality variables need to be considered too.

Here we depart from the bulk of game theory rescarch. Since game
theorists are concerned with ratiopall'y"cqnducted conflicts and the pcirély :
structural features of games; game theory has emerged as a ""depsycho-
logized' decision theory, a'ccor_dingvto Rapoﬁbrt (1970). At the same time,
because game rescarchers ha:\_r-e been interested in how the game is played
rather than who the player is, the relevance of game threory to actors in
" real conflicf situations is dubious.. If a comprehensive theory. of coopera-
tion-co:ﬁﬂi'ct is to-be generated within a gai{w.e'theoretic framework, p_er?
sonality variables must be acc.o.uﬂted for. We concéur with Terhune (1970)
that ".... personality effects caﬁ no longer be discounted, -and as we begin
to understand how pérsona-li‘;y operates in lewer level c.ooperation and
conflict there is promise that we may be able to fathom personality effects

. .
in more complex social phenomena as Well."-l—,

The personality characteristic'c;i_gg_r_n_g_’c_ii@ was chesen as the inde-
pendent variable in this study for two reasons. First, the results of ;
previous game theoretic studies suggest that traits such a% abstractness-
concreteness, tolerance of ambiguity; and dogmatism do affect cooperation-
confliét behavior, but the ‘effects have not been uniform. For examiple,
Druckman (1667) reported that high dogmatic subje-ct:s wezre less willing
than low ciogfnatics to compromise in a bargaining situation; 1.8 Terhune
(1970) notes that an opposite tendency appeéred in a Prisone.r‘s Dilemma
study con;:lqcted by Grahagan, et. al. (1967) in which dogmatic sukjects
appeared more "repéntant. nl9 Hence, we were inte_resteci in studyiﬁg
-dbgmatism Within.a game theoretic context with the hope that more evidence
could be prcvided for the effect of this characteristic in players.

A second reason for the selection of this personality variable was
the nature of the game being played, which wgas different from the qxpefi-
meéntal situations in previous studies of dogmatism, teinfatt has detailed
the similaritics betwegn glle De_nr'n,r Doodlebug problem, used by Rbkea‘ch

20

(1960) to investigate the construct Dogmatism, “* and features of the :

Creative Alternative game. 21 Essentially a successful solution to both p



the problein and game is dependent on the replaccment of certain beliefs
with new cnes more relevant to the situation at hand. Since h1oh dogmatic
persons are less successful in solving the Doodlebug problem than low
dogmatie persons, and since succcss in the CA game is dependent on
similar criteria; high dogmatic CA players ought to be less successful

in arriving at the creative solufion yielding optimum rewards for both |
playefe. ' : _ ' g .

(Hy) On the basis of research reported by Dfuckfnan (196?) and. |
Rokeach {1960} we anticipated that high dogmatic pairs. in a CA game
wduld be less likely to-achieve a creative solution of five consecutive BD

‘respopses (which would masximize total imin‘:s for the pair, but would
necessitate sharing points to maximize individual rewards -- a possibillty
deliberately not .*nentioned as includc—‘d in-or vioiating tlle rules of the ‘
game), At the same t1me, we expected that as the dogmat1sm level of
each pair decreased the two players shoul ‘be more 111\e1y to achl ve the
creative solution, » | ’

(I:I2) Moreovier, a linear relaéionship was hypothesized such that
as the'levelof dogmatiém increased for each pair the number of p}oin‘bt‘s_.
achieved should decline under full commmunication and redl-rew,ard ‘condi-.
tions, In short, high dogmaticé also should be less cooperative than low
dogmatics, - - ' ‘ »

(RQ3) Fihally, we were interested in comparing the‘gav‘ne behavior
of prison inmates with the_ behawor of college students in prevmu., studies
: conducted by Qte:n*‘a.t'c22 under s1m.1]ar experimental conditions. Of par-
ticular concern were the following dependent, variables: (1) proportion of
cooperative 'responses; (2) the number of creative solutions achieved; .
(3) the pattern of cooperati‘.ve—c.:ompet'iti\'re moves; (4) apportionment of
rewards. Our p.uroose was to determine if the game behavior of the college
stv.ide nt sam’:les could be gcrerahzed to the prison sample within a labora- B

tory confhct sﬁ:uatmn.



METHOD

Subijects

The participants in this research were all members of a college
level speech,coﬁrsé taught by the senior author ata flederal prison in """"g_.
Michigan during the first four months of 1973, The prisoners, twenty~
one males, were between the ages of 19 and 30 years. Each student had
~at least a high school education {or general equivalency diploma) and
| sevefal had .c01np1°ted some college before their incarceration.

Brief mention should be made of the members' involvement in this
class. From the outset of the term it seemed clear that the studqnt.s had
two reas.ons for coming to class, not mutually exclusive. Ior some there
was a genuine desire.to begin a college education while in confinement
and comple+e a deorec after release. For all the students, 'however,
there was an 1m:ned1ate gt;al., Satisfactory perfr‘rmance in such a clas
was one of cnly a few possible ways for each man to demonstrate to prison
6fficia.ls and the parole board that he was 'a.ccénw_pli'shi'ng 'sa;nc'cioned
"ob_)ectlves. ! Hence, ;his final grades in this course and other classecs
might sorve to help detelmme (1) how soon he might begm to travel to
local colleges for study-release time, and (2} in some cases, how rnuch
earher parole might be granted, The overall effects throughout thas -
course, then, were active participation on the part of all students (fo:c, in
addition, only they had been selected for enrqllmenu from more than two .
hundred other -appiicants from the prison population} and an intensity at-
each se_ésion nbt_found in most c;olle-ge. classrooms. In terms of this
»in'vrestlgation, the operationalization of the _-real reward condition had high -
salience for the subjects, probably greatef..,than the subjeéts in previous’
.studies conauctel by Stemfatt who were competing only for midterm points
rather ‘than an cpportunity to fac111ta fmal c>.am conditions under more

stressful conditions.




~ Procedures

Dogmatism Scores

Oh fhe _thirteenth week of cle.‘s.s, forms 'conltaining a modification of
Rokeach's (1960) 56-item Dogma’cism Scale {Form D) were distriblxte;d'
to the twenty}none‘stqdents. ‘\ Form D was used instead of the usual
Troldahl’-'Dowell (1965) 20-itein Short Form because (i) the reliability
for the longer scale (.91) was ‘ughe; than t}ne short form {. 79), 2:’ and
" (2} a2 more precise measure of dogmatism was needed for- these Ss who
L could not readily -be called representative of populations usually sampled
: in’field or 1ab studies. '
| The dogmatism scores obtainéd on th_ese seven-~point _itéms ranged
fromva low of 185 to.a high of 292. One subject's form was discarded
becau,se he al“"er‘na’tely marked extreme ends of the scale. The mean
score for the twenty fo*ms analyzed was 229,15 (EX 264}, with'varié.née
of 32.5. This compared favorably to Rokeach's six- pomt scale, adini*x-
ist ored to 137 students at English cohcges, where mean score was 219
.an'i v’irlance, 28. 3. 24 .
~ Based on thesc. scores, S" were rank ordered from 1to ZO ’WhPre
Rank #1 is the lowest dogmahsm‘ score and Rank #20 the highest). Ten
pairs of Ss were then formed in which Ranks 1 and 2 were piaced togé’cher,
3 and 4 togethér, etc,. Partners were therefore paired with s':omeone,v}ho
was 'only one score above o be.low their own (iﬁ terms of point values,
th,e average difference in scores"between partners was 7 points -on the
dogmatism scalej. These pairings enabled performance léf a’ rank-order
correlation with 1‘an1<ing of-points achieved by each pair of ranked dog-
matics, | | | |
Creative Alterhaéivé Game -

-
.

The following week the students met for a final exam, Anxiety was
: el X
high, sinc° most of the -students were not used to taking tests, The author

produ d a copy of the tost anfl \,xplamed that it con51sted of twen ty-hvc

identi f1cat10n questions worth one pomt each (the f1na1 exam waq to be-




-8-

worth on‘e-quar’ce:tZ of the final grade). At that point, the instructor added
tnat if the class agreﬁd to participate in a "learning exercise' they could
forege hav-mg to compl ste each qupstlon on the test, The purpose here _
was to induce a real reward condltlon. Based on },e_rforman'ce in the
exercise, the student would be required to answer 25-n questions. Hence,
the student would be able to select those questions for which he was best -
prepared and still achieve the rﬁaxir.num score b-g“_ha*fi.n_g those responses
count more, Ail class vnembe*q readily agreed to participate.

The twentv Ss ivere divided into tiie: ten pairs drawn up ‘after analyzing
the dogmatism test data the nrev1ous week, To insure unif orm1ty persons
" who had the lower score in each pair were assigned thv position an d each-

partner the Y position.

A large matnx (ln\ra the one shown below) was drawn on the blac‘r-
boa1d and the instructor took approximately ten minutes to explam all
possible moves and all possible rewards. \fter several practice trials
the researcher specified the exact reward for Ss; for eveyy twenty points
won afier the 37 game trials were completed, 25 the student would have to
do one quection fewer on the *’inal cxam, 26 Ss were told tha'tfl they were to -
hide each dec1s: on until their partner had marked his own d~.c1s1 on, ever |

to change marks for any recason, and to do each t11a1 independently and

simultaneously.
o (x) D )
N -
~ N 4 *n -8
~ ~
4 4 T
(Y) ™~ \"’C\
~ 4 ~ 420
B ~ . ~
0 ~ -2 >
~ ~

Fig. 1 Steinfait's Creative Alternative Game
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After each pair finished they were interviewed and asked, (1) did
they wish to share any of their points with their partner? -and (2) had
their partner tried to iniluence them to mark any particular decisicn at

each trial, and, if so, with what success?

RESULTS

Dogmatism--CA Game Relationship

AR ) " The relaticnship betweeﬁ dogmatism scores and scores on Steinfatt's
Creative Alternative Game was determined in the following manner. It
was decided that the Keﬁdall measure of_correlation should be used to
'determine the association between score rankins on the dogmatism test
and game score rankings for total points ach'ieved by each pair of players_.27
At the outuet "pairs were ranked: Pair #1 (wh~cn was compmsed of ‘che
two persong who had the lowest two .scores cn the dogmatism test) were
assigned a Dogmatism Score Rank of 1; Pair 2 (composed of Ss who had
the third and fourth lowest individua} dogma..tism‘ scores) were ass:lgned a
paired Dogmatism Seore Rank of 2, and so forth up to Pajr #10, who
reéeived a Dogmatism Score Rank of 10. Then the total number of points
for each pléyer in each game pair was tabulated and added togethér to
' form a score of total pownts won by that pair at the end of the game (the
lowest possible score for any pair of pMyers would be -148 if a.n AD
compet:l'c:wp pattern was established on the first trial and continued over
all tr1a.1.>, and the h;ghe.,t poss1b1e score could be 666 if a BD coonr\ratw;
response was rmaintained throughou‘. all trzals} Next, these total pomvt
scores for each of the ten pairs were ranked from lowest to highest {ranks
- ‘ 1'to 9). Pair 410, comprised of tl_i;e two highest dogmatics bitterly ended
2 their game after ten triais when player Y abandoned.the game after p].ayef
X w_oulld not listen to his pleas fo:c- some degree of cooperation, Hence,
'Ea_u_ was éomputed with 9 sets of ranked data to determine if there was a
correclation between the fwo se‘t':"s of ranks for éach pa.ir -- doAgimat':"ism and

gdme :points achieved,
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Analysis of the data revealed a correlation of ¥ = , 43 (correeted
fof tic game score ranks), or the degree of relatwn between dogmatism .
and points achieved by the 9 pairs of Ss completmg the gpame. Since the
sampling distribution of 7 under the null hypothesis is known, this
correlation is subject to.'a test of significance, For % = .43, p=.,0495
" (one-tailed)., Hence, the null hypothesis (that the var1ables are unreieted
in the'p0p:ulation) is I:ejected at the level of attained significan ce.,
o?-': 0495, and we concluéle that dogmatism and game points achieved
by pa1rs tend to be ac sociated in the population from which this sample
was drawn, However the degree of association is modest clearly.
Moreover, the relat1onsh1p was not in the direction hypothes1zed (#2).
-Although. Hy was confirmed'-- i, e., low dogmatic pairs achieved more
creative solutions than high dogmatics, the point totals by pair tended-
" to increase as dogmétism level increased, ‘rather than the anticipated

decreased total with higher dogmatic pairs, Therefore, Hp is rejected.

.
.

‘Prison vs, College Results

The .'_second purpose of this study was to compai'e descriptively".fhe

_ :eeults from this sample with Steinfatt's Experiments;l - IV conducted
with college students. In Experiment I, utiliziﬁg real rewards but with-
a PD game, Steinfatt found an average of 84, cooperative responses
over 50 trials for 6 pairs allowed to comrnunicatef.rorh'the first triel
(even when communication was disallowed from trial 12), Ss in this
~study with prisoners reached a cooperative response rate of 75% over 37
trials of full communication when the number of AC choices were tabulated
over the total number of decisions made for the game per pair (74’, and
fhe.11 ave.raged for nine pairé. If the number of BD creative solutions are
incorporated into the final percentage, we see cooperative responses to

" be as high as 94% for the nine pairs of players. The problem, however,
is that while the one pair of playew s who maintained BD responses pur-
posefully throug‘aout the ent1re game can be sald to have been cooperating

(Pair #6 -- composed of low dogmatic with scores just below sample X), _

¢
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we cannot be sure that the other simultaneous BD responses' were due 'i:ov'
anything other than chance. Therefcv*e, since the only palr to achievey
the criterion measure of five successive BD respo_nses was the one j?.}st
noted, the actual cocperative responses achieved by the ninc pairsv(v‘fhen
only these BD responses are included with AC dec1smn ) is 86 -- 'still
almost identical to Steinf_att s results in Experiment I.

In Steinfatt's E: per1r'1cn., II (1972), in which Ss played.a CA game
for real rewards and were paired by dogmatism scores, two ofie'ight
groups in the immediate communicé.tion condition established a continuous
BD pattern. As mentioned above, one of the nine pairs in the present
study established suc pattern. ‘Steinfatt also reported that h1s other
six'pairs "tended to fall into a highly consistent response pattern. . . with
only an occasional B or D respons\, breakmg up a continuous AC p"ttern "
Once again, this is consistent with the behavior of pairs playmg the CA
game under S1m11ar cond1.,10ns in this study, Of the eight groups which "
did not estabhsh successive BD responses, only one pan' failed to regu-
larly estabhsh AC cho1ce.;, with but a few BorD dec:.smnu breaking the
pattern. Tnat pair, ranked third from lowest on baS1s of dogmatism
ecores, never established any part*calar pattern, v v

As regards the dogmatism variable in Experlment II, low dogr1at1c
su.bjeclts were much more likely to achieve a creative solution than high.
dogmatic subjects;, In_thef»pre.sent study low dogmatic pairs (Ranks #1-0)
were more iikel)y to achieve a crcative solution than: high.dogmatic pairs
IRanks #7-9). Recall, also that Pair #10, the persons with the highest
dogmatism .sclores in the class, could not cooperate well enough to play |
the entire game, And just é.é nc individual subject classified as high
dogmatic reacned a creative solution in the previous research, ‘no pair
. compnued of high dogmatics in this study reached a creative solution to
vthe CA game, ' _ . ' .

In Expcrlment III,”Stelnfatt and Frye (1972) found that more pan‘
plavmga PD game responded complctely cooperatnrely w1th1n the real

rewards cond1t10n (6 of 18 pairs) tha.n 1mag1nary.rewards (3 of 28 pa11fs),__'"-

.
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Though no comparison can be made across different reward conditions

in this study, it is interesting to note that 4 of the lorpairs of pl;nyers

who began the game achieved 100% cooperative responses, much the

same proportion as those pairs within the real reward condition iﬁ the

previous study. Second, for Experiments I andIlIthe highest level of

’coopveration' over all trials was found under conditions of real reward and

full commﬁhication (84% in Experiment I and 84% in ExperimentIII).

In the present study‘,. as noted above, | the‘findi_n'gs are quite similar: 86%

of fespor;seé over a‘.ll'tl:rials in the CA game for all pairs was.cooperative,
A CA garmhe was used 1n Experiment IV, full communication allowed,

with the sameé two reward éonditions as Expez;imént_lll -- real and

imaginary. Study IV was designed to provide a comparison with II, just

as HI had been compared with I. As has been'stl:ated, in Expeviment il

. only two of .t’ne eight pairs in the irrzmediate cemmunication condition

| established a BD pattern, while the others fell into a consistent AC pé.t-'

tern broken ou:as_ioné.lly by B or D choi.ces. In Experiment IV, 110wevcr,

ten of the fifteen pairs of college stu@eﬁts formed a BD 1'.e9pcnse pattern

while the others -~ except one pair -- responded pri'ncip_ally AC.. AlﬂlOugh |

the findings on BD and AC 1'espvonse pattverns in the present invéétigation

"are consistent with Experiment I1, as detailed above, tﬁéy are not so

- large as t_hosé in.,ES:periment IV; " Finally, the only consistent BD respon-

dent i)air in the present st_u.dsf agreed to a split of nine points for X and

nine points for Y for each triai, while nine pairs reportéd similar be-

havior in Experiment IV and 'séven paii's agreed to a split of tern or eleven

points for X, and eight or seven points for Y.

Interviews

D’ur.ing the post-game interviews, players responded that (lj they
could not havelplagred tﬁe game as they'd'id‘l if they hadn't been able to
talk freely; (2) they didinot w1sh to share their rpoints_(excep;: fof'the' one
' ‘consistent BD pair) since most felt they had I'Jla'yed tevenly!' dufiné the

exercise; (3) two of the three high dogmatic pairs had decided from the ;
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. { .
outset to mark all AC responses; (4) none of the high dogmatic pairs

considered the possibility of BD responses and side payments.

DISCUSSION
Summag -

The results of the present study are summarized below, Compari-
sons are made to the results of Steinfatt's studies with college students, .

1. The percentage of cocoperative responses for all pairs over
all trials in real reward and full communication conditions
were similar in the prison and college samples,

2. 'Low‘dogmatic pairs in this study behaved much the same
as their counterparts in the previous research, and no
high dogmatic persons in any study achieved five con-
secutive BD responses -- the dependent measure for a

_ creative solution -~ although even high dogmatic pairs in
° the prison sample tended to play more cooperatively than
' did college students, . : '

3. The one pair achieving the creative solution in this inves-.
tigation split their payoff in the same manner as the
majority of those players in the earlier studies,

4, The proportion of game pairs achieving 100% cooperative
responses (either AC or BD) across all trials was similar
in both samples and two different games,’ '

5. The majority of pairs in all samples not achieving con-
sistent AC responses interrupted those responses with
only an occasional B or D choice rather than a burst of
BD consecutive responses,

6., Full communication conditions appear to facilitate a
creative solution under real reward conditions as deter-
- mipned by Ss statements after the game, but seem not
to bz as important as the nature of the reward,

~Cooperation
Several reascns seem possibl‘e for ‘the relatively high per’;:ent.ége of

- cooperative moves by. the pr'is'c')ners, the dependent variable, " First, the

‘members of the class formed a highly cohesive group -- a characteristic

not different from the general prison population_\a‘_cco:di_ng’:;t'o comments

o
-
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made during the course. These players were probably less likely to - -
" +desire to maximize rewards at the expense of their partners if they
were friendly., This is consistent with Oskamp and Perlman's (1965)
interiaretatibn of their results frem a PD game, 28 Second, the nature

of the CA game guarantees either player a four-point payoff if he chooses
A or C, depending on his X-Y positicn. Hence, any desire to compro-
mise which might hévé existed was facilitated by these cooperative con-
ditions., Third, the centrality of the dogmatism score in this sample,

- suggest the possibility that the cooperré.tive respon.scs achieved were
merely a functjon of the clus.tering\ of these kinds of dogmatics. Or, put
the other way, perhaps the gé.rne behavior would have been different had
the s\’,c'ores at each end of the dogmatic distribution been higher and lower,
or had the bulk of the sample scores been clustered above EX in the |
sampling disfribdtion rather than below it, Finally, at the beginning of
the game, cne pair of players had asked the instructer if they could '
also do their exam together after the "exercise' was completed. Not
wishing to beco;'ne involved in the merits of paired work in this study vs.
individual exam work, the instructor responded, "We'll taik about that
issue after the exercise," It is possible that because no clear negative
ansv&ef was provided, Ss agreed to cooperate on their game trials in

the hopes of somehow being able to cooperate on the exam subsequently.

Dogmatism

'Tht.e results on the .c‘logmatism variable are partially in Jine with

theoretic expectations and partly incongruent. Given the .stu.dy!s limited

sample, onl;y low dogmatic players achieved a creative solution, as

anticipated. In contrast tc our expectations, itncreé.sing levels of dog-

matism were positively (rath'ef than negatively). related to increased.

game points. Two explanations are apparent: (1) two of the three hiéh

dogmatic pairs played more fcboperat'ively than was ej:'cpec;‘ced;‘(.zl)'._s‘éverai of the
© 8ix loew dogmatic pairs did not cooperate as well during the game aespite

their intentions to do so.
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As regards the firstl'point, the two hizh dogmatic pairs settled into
an AC cooperative response pattern over all 37 trialé. While this fact
might indicate that the playeérs were not concerned with competing for
maximum individual points, it also is poésible that these Ss were playihg
a ""safe'' game-- i,e., not breaking rules or adjusting belief systems 4
(to side payments) to maximize group rewards, The piayers' replies
during the post-game interviews suggest the latter interpretation may.
be correct. They indicated {a) they were content with establishing an
AC patterr_l_whid; appeared to them to be the best way that each player in
the pair.could 'sicip the most questions on the test; (b) the possibility of
splitting points had not cccurred to them, The latter reply is in line with
our theoretic explanafion of dogmatism effects on game behavior, while
the former response suggests that the goal of maximizing individual
‘rewards may have necessitatéd the cooperative pattern, Unlike Druck=-
man'é (1967)high dogmatic subjects (who were not plé.ying for real
rewards), high aogmatic prisoners in this study may} have heen willing
to compromise in order to achieve what was perceived as maximum
individual rewards {the AC pattern). |
| The low dogmatics, on the other hand, seem to have made very
little use pf communication in their gé.mes. They reported that they were
concerned with maxir;aizing gi'oup rewards, but instead of establishing
an AC strategy at the outset as one low dogrnatic'pair had done or «.con-
sistent BD pattern as another 1.ow dogmatic pair, these four pairs tended
to play the 'game only by observing the previous few moves, Ma‘ny AD
or BC responses resulted which minimized points achieved and lowered.
the game point ranks of the first several pairs, ~ Since, at the same time,
high dogmatic pairs achieved more points 'mer'ely by playing more cbn;;
sistently, the rank order correlation betweeln dogmatism and géz_ne f;)inf:
ranks was modest and positive rather than negative, ‘

To summarize, our findings on the dogmatism variable must i‘enﬁaip 4

inconclusive, On onc hand, dogmatism appears to be related to the
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' achievement of a creative solution -- the most coonerative response
possible, As anticipated, the creative solution was achieved by a low
dogmatic pair. However, it should be noted that this was pair #6, just
below sample X; had a median split been used as the cut-off point for
high/low dogmatism, these players would have been considered the first
pair of high dogmatics. On the other hand, the positive rank relationship
between dogmatism and game points per pair indicates that high. dog -~
matics tend.ed to cooperate more than was expected, Several factors
have been s.ugges_ted for this result: (1) the analysis did not include the
highest pair of dogmatics who bitterly ended their game, which is con-
sistent with our t};eoretlc explanation; (2) two of the remaining three high
dogmatic pairs locked into a response pattern which may have been more
a compromise than a desire to cooperate initially; (3) the low dogmatic
pairs that did not achieve more points than these high dogmatic pairs
' (thereby making the rank order tor'relafion positive) failed to utilize
communication effectively, but also may ﬁot have desired to maximize
.individual rewards at the immediate expense of a fellow prisoner.
Because of these limiting factors, in light of the creative solution

achieved by the low dogmatic pair, and in view of the high dogma‘cics"
reports that they failed to realize the possibility of extra rewards via

the creative solution and side payments, we believe that our expectations
. were correct, In another study, a larger sainple, more complemty in
the CA ‘game (particularly lessening the player's ability to lock into
cooperative responses through compromise), less immediate though
equally real rewards, and a more multi-dimensional approach to measur-
ing dogimatism and 1-e].§1tec1 personality variables (e; g., employing a
tolerance of ambiguity measure which taps dogl-‘na'tism as well as the
cognitive traits) should help to assess more accurately pei'sonality _dﬁf-_
| ferehccs in cooperation and conflict. Even then, however, it may be a',
mistake to anticipate a high cprrélation. " Nunnally notes, "'In rﬁos_t

3‘= ’
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prediction problems it is reasonable to expect only modest correlations
between a criterion and either an individual predictor test or a combina-
tion of predictor tests, People are far too complex to ‘permit a highly
accurate cstimate of their performance from any practicable collection
of test materials. 129 A better use of the post-game questionnaire or
interview may help to corroborate trends in the data, and can be used -
to 1nvest1gate the ’rrust relatmnshlpu, power, and bargawnmg operating
durmg the game, Finally, the use of tape recorders and centent analysis
may y1e1d usefuldata on persuasive messages occurring during full

communlcauon «conditions .
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